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In this work we study the ﬂavor changing neutral current (FCNC) decays of the top quark, t → cγ and
t → cg, in the framework of the unparticle physics. The Standard Model predictions for the branching
ratios of these decays are about ∼ 5× 10−14, and ∼ 1× 10−12, respectively. The parameter space of λ, Λ,
and d is obtained by taking into account the SM predictions and the results of the simulation performed
by the ATLAS Collaboration for the branching ratios of t → cγ and t → cg decays.
© 2008 Elsevier B.V. Open access under CC BY license.1. Introduction
After the Large Hadron Collider (LHC) has been launched very
recently, next decade will be a stage for a better understanding of
the nature of the elementary particles and the interactions among
them at TeV scale. On the one hand, LHC is expected to give a per-
fect understanding of the electroweak symmetry breaking of the
Standard Model (SM) which is expressed through the Higgs mech-
anism. On the other hand, diversity of the new physics scenarios
will be sought at the LHC. Having a mass about the electroweak
scale and being the heaviest particle in the SM the top quark is
one of the beacons of the LHC to shed light on the riddles of the
electroweak symmetry breaking, and to explore the new physics
effects at TeV scale. Importance of the top quark searches at the
LHC has been concisely reviewed by Refs. [1,2], and [3].
Since there will be huge amount production (∼ 80 million pairs,
and ∼ 30 million single, Ref. [2]) of the top quark at the LHC,
one can predict that the interest of the top quark studies will be
grown. There are two possibilities to seek for the new physics ef-
fects through the top quark decays, one is the decays via charged
currents and the other is the decays via neutral currents.
In the SM, the top quark mainly decays to a W+ boson and a
quark q (q = d, s,b), Ref. [4]. As a very important remark to explore
the several new physics predictions, besides those charge current
decays of the top quark there is no tree level decay of the top
quark through neutral currents in the SM. New physics searches
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Open access under CC BY license.via the top quark decays have been extensively analysed in the
literature (see Refs. [2,5–8], and references therein).
The ﬂavor changing neutral current (FCNC) decays of the top
quark are highly suppressed in the SM (namely, the branching
ratios for t → qZ ,qγ ,qg are predicted about from ∼ 10−15 to
∼ 10−11) due to the Glashow–Iliopoulos–Maiani (GIM) mechanism,
e.g. Refs. [6,7,9]. Note that recently, simulation performed by the
ATLAS Collaboration gives upper bound ∼ 10−5 on t → qγ (g) de-
cay at 95% C.L., [10,11]. There are many beyond the SM proposals
to predict FCNC decays of the top quark (a good literature is given
by Refs. [3,8]). For example in the (minimal, or left–right) super-
symmetric Standard Model scenario, Refs. [12–14], or in the littlest
Higgs model scenario, Ref. [15], or in the left–right supersymmetric
model, Ref. [8] those ratios are found about 10−3–10−6.
One of the most interesting and mind-bending recent new
physics scenarios is the unparticle physics which is proposed by
Georgi, Refs. [16,17]. According to unparticle physics proposal given
by Georgi, if there is a conformal symmetry in nature it must be
broken at a very high energy scale which is above the current en-
ergy scale of the colliders. Considering the idea of Ref. [18], in
Ref. [16], the scale invariant sector is presented by a set of the
Banks–Zaks operators OBZ, and deﬁned at the very high energy
scale. Interactions of BZ operators OBZ with the SM operators OSM
are expressed by the exchange of particles with a very high energy
mass scale MkU in the following form
1
MkU
OBZO SM (1)
where BZ, and SM operators are deﬁned as OBZ ∈OBZ with mass
dimension dBZ, and O SM ∈ OSM with mass dimension dSM. Low
energy effects of the scale invariant OBZ ﬁelds imply a dimensional
T.M. Aliev et al. / Physics Letters B 670 (2009) 336–339 337Fig. 1. Feynman diagrams for FCNC decays of the top quark through scalar unparticle.transmutation. Thus, after the dimensional transmutation Eq. (1) is
given as
CUΛdBZ−dU
MkU
OU O SM (2)
where d is the scaling mass dimension (or anomalous dimension)
of the unparticle operator OU (in Ref. [16], d = dU ), and the con-
stant CU is a coeﬃcient function.
Interactions between the unparticles and the SM ﬁelds have
been listed by Ref. [19]. Regarding the Georgi’s original point of
view many work on the unparticle physics have been done so far,
for example Ref. [20].
In this work, we study ﬂavor changing neutral current decays
t → cγ , and t → cg induced by scalar unparticles. Here we would
like to make following remark. In principle, these decays can also
get contributions via vector and tensor unparticle exchanges, and
in present work we neglect them. Discarding these contributions
can be explained as follows. Using Mack’s unitary constraint (see
Ref. [21]) in Ref. [22] it was obtained that the lower bound of the
scaling parameter d should be larger than three and four for vector
and tensor unparticles, respectively. At these values of d the unpar-
ticle contributions to the considered decays are very tiny. For this
reason in this work we consider contribution only from the scalar
unparticles to the considered decays.
2. t→ cγ , g decays through unparticle
The effective interaction between the scalar unparticle and the
SM quarks are given as [19]
1
Λd−1
f¯
(
λ
f f ′
S + iγ5λ f f
′
P
)
f ′ (3)
where f and f ′ denote different ﬂavor of quarks, with the same
electric charge.
The scalar unparticle propagator is given as
ΔF
(
P2
)= Ad
2sindπ
(−P2 − i)d−2 (4)
where
Ad = 16π
5/2
(2π)2d
(d + 1/2)
(d − 1)(2d) . (5)
The Feynman diagrams for the t → cV decays through scalar
unparticle is depicted in Fig. 1. The matrix element for the t → cV
(V = γ , g) decay in general form can be written as follows
M = μ(a)∗u¯(p′)[iσμνqν(AS + APγ5) + γμ(C + Dγ5)
+ qμ(E + Fγ5)
]
u(p) (6)
where μ(a) , and qμ = pμ − p′μ are the polarization, and the mo-
mentum vector of the photon (gluon), respectively, and AS , AP ,C,
D, E and F are invariant amplitudes. From the gauge invariance we
have C = D = 0. Since the photon (gluon) is on shell, i.e. q2 = 0,
and the transversality condition qμμ = 0, leads that the last term
in Eq. (6) can safely be omitted. Other words, the t → cV decay is
described by magnetic moment type transition
M = μ(a)∗u¯(p′)[iσμνqν(AS + APγ5)]u(p). (7)Obviously the contribution of Figs. 1(a) and 1(b) are propor-
tional to μ(a)∗u¯(p′)γμu(p) or μ(a)∗u¯(p′)γμγ5u(p), and there-
fore, can be omitted since they do not contribute to the structure
σμνqν . So, only diagram (c) presented in Fig. 1 should be consid-
ered. After some calculation for the invariant amplitudes AS and
AP we get
AS = Adg
V
2Λ2(d−1) sindπ
∑
q
1
(4π)2
1∫
0
dx
1−x∫
0
dy (1− x− y)1−d
× [−mt y(1− x− y)(λcqS λtqS + λcqP λtqP )
−mq(x+ y)
(
λ
cq
S λ
tq
S − λcqP λtqP
)]
× [−(p′x+ py)2 + p′2x+ p2 y −m2q(x+ y)]d−2, (8)
AP = Adg
V
2Λ2(d−1) sindπ
∑
q
1
(4π)2
1∫
0
dx
1−x∫
0
dy (1− x− y)1−d
× [−mt y(1− x− y)(−λcqS λtqP + λcqP λtqS )
−mq(x+ y)
(
λ
cq
S λ
tq
P + λcqP λtqS
)]
× [−(p′x+ py)2 + p′2x+ p2 y −m2q(x+ y)]d−2 (9)
where q = {u, c, t}, when t or c quark running at loop only one
of vertices contain ﬂavor changing and another vertex is ﬂavor di-
agonal. But when u quark runs at loop both vertices are ﬂavor
changing and therefore its contribution to the considered process
compared to the c and t quark contributions should be very small.
For this reason we will neglect u quark contributions in all next
discussions. λS (λP ) and Λ are the scalar (pseudo-scalar) couplings
and energy scale of unparticles, respectively. The couplings for the
vector bosons are deﬁned as gγ = Q ge , gg = gsλa/2.
Taking the square and the average of the amplitude gives
〈|Mc|2〉= A
2
d g
V 2N
2Λ4d−4 sin2 dπ
(|AS |2 + |AP |2)[(p · q)(p′ · q)] (10)
where N is color factor given by 43 for the t → cg and 1 for the
t → cγ decay. Therefore, the FCNC decay width can be written as
Γ = A
2
d g
V 2N(|AS |2 + |AP |2)
32πΛ4d−4 sin2 dπ
m3t . (11)
The FCNC top quark decay width Γ (t → V c) is calculated in terms
of the unparticle coupling to the quarks λ, the unparticle scale
Λ and the scaling dimension d. In numerical analysis, without
loss of generality, for simplicity, we take λ ≡ λ(t,c)qS = λ(t,c)qP , and
mt = 175 GeV, mc = 1.2 GeV, and α = 1/128, αs = 0.117. We con-
sider the total width of the top quark decay as Γtot = 1.5 GeV,
which is mainly determined by the decay width of t → bW+ ,
Ref. [4]. In present work, the values of the off diagonal t–c–U cou-
plings λS and λP are chosen in the range 10−1–10−3. This range of
λ obtained from analysis of the b → sγ , Ref. [23], and μ → eγ ,
Ref. [24], decays, and can be used in present work since off-
diagonal couplings in the interaction Lagrangian are ﬂavor blind.
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Fig. 3. Branching ratio for t → cg decay with Λ = 1 TeV.
In Figs. 2 and 3, we present the branching ratios for t → cγ and
t → cg decays with respect to the scaling dimension d for various
values of the coupling λ at Λ = 1 TeV. In these and the following
ﬁgures the line (EXP) means the result of the simulations per-
formed by the ATLAS Collaboration where the upper limits of the
considered decays are obtained about 10−5 at 95% C.L., Ref. [10].
The SM prediction is represented by the solid horizontal line. From
those ﬁgures we see that the branching ratio of for t → cγ and
t → cg decays decreases strongly with increasing d, except d = 2. It
is well known that for scalar unparticles at d = 2 there is infrared
singularity. From the ﬁgures it also follows that the branching ratio
of t → cγ (t → cg) decay becomes smaller than the SM prediction
when d  1.4 at λ = 10−2. If the coupling constant is larger than
10−2 then practically at all values of d in the considered region
1 < d < 2 branching ratio of t → cγ (t → cg) decay in the unparti-
cle theory exceeds the SM one.
In Figs. 4 and 5 we present the dependence of the branching
ratios on the parameter d for various values of the energy scale Λ
at λ = 10−2. From these ﬁgures it follows that for Λ = 1–10 TeV up
to d = 1.4 the branching ratio of t → cγ (t → cg) decay exceeds
the SM one.
In Figs. 6 and 7 we present the dependence of the branching
ratios to the coupling parameter λ for given values of the parame-
ter d. From these ﬁgures, one can observe that the branching ratio
exceeds the SM prediction if λ > 10−2.
In Tables 1 and 2 we present numerical values of the branching
ratios for t → cg , and t → cγ , respectively. One can explicitly see
that experimental sensitivity is appropriate for only d < 1.3 for λ >
1× 10−1, however if the experimental sensitivity can be increased
then the unparticle effects can be detected even if the coupling is
about 10−2.Fig. 4. Branching ratio for t → cγ decay for λ = 10−2.
Fig. 5. Branching ratio for t → cg decay for λ = 10−2.
Fig. 6. Branching ratio for t → cγ decay with Λ = 1 TeV.
3. Conclusions
In present work, we study the FCNC rare decays of the top
quark t → cγ and t → cg through scalar unparticle. Regarding the
latest simulation performed by the ATLAS Collaboration, Ref. [10],
the sensitivity to these rare decays of the top quark at 95% C.L.
are Br(t → cγ ) = 2.8× 10−5, and Br(t → cg) = 1.6× 10−5. If there
is such a rare decay it will give a window to see the beyond SM
physics effects. Using the low energy effective ﬁeld description of
the unparticle physics we show that FCNC decay of the top quark
is very good channel to explore for and to put limits on the unpar-
ticle effects. We use the limits given by the ATLAS Collaboration to
constrain the unparticle parameters. According to our results, one
could expect to see unparticle effects for Λ = 1–10 TeV if the cou-
pling is about λ > 10−2 for d < 1.3. This is consistent with the
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Table 1
The branching ratio for t → cg with respect to the scaling parameter d. Here, we
assume Λ = 1000 GeV.
d Br for λ = 5× 10−1 Br for λ = 10−2
1.1 4.7×10−3 7.5× 10−10
1.2 4.9×10−4 7.8× 10−11
1.3 5.7×10−5 9.2× 10−12
1.4 7.5×10−6 1.2× 10−12
1.5 1.1×10−6 1.8× 10−13
1.6 2.0×10−7 3.2× 10−14
1.7 4.2×10−8 6.8× 10−15
1.8 1.2×10−8 2.0× 10−15
1.9 6.8×10−9 1.1× 10−15
Table 2
The branching ratio for t → cγ with respect to the scaling parameter d. Here, we
assume Λ = 1000 GeV.
d Br for λ = 5× 10−1 Br for λ = 10−2
1.1 2.3× 10−4 3.7× 10−11
1.2 2.5× 10−5 3.9× 10−12
1.3 2.9× 10−6 4.6× 10−13
1.4 3.8× 10−7 6.1× 10−14
1.5 5.7× 10−8 9.0× 10−15
1.6 9.9× 10−9 1.6× 10−15
1.7 2.1× 10−9 3.4× 10−16
1.8 6.2× 10−10 9.7× 10−17
1.9 3.4× 10−10 5.5× 10−17
Table 3
Comparison of the branching ratios Br(t → cγ ), and Br(t → cg) with the branching
ratios found in Ref. [25] for various values of the scaling parameter d.
d R1 = Br(t→cg)Br(t→cgg) R2 = Br(t→cγ )Br(t→cγ γ )
1.05 0.06 0.06
1.10 0.05 0.05
1.15 0.05 0.05
1.20 0.03 0.03
existing results in the literature (see, for example Refs. [20,23–25],
and references therein).
We want to remark that t → cγ or t → cg are loop level pro-
cesses both in the SM and in the unparticle physics. However,
t → cγ γ or t → cgg can take place at tree level in the unparti-
cle physics The unparticle effects in the rare t → cgg decays has
been studied in Ref. [25]. In Table 3, we present a comparison our
branching ratios Br(t → cγ ), and Br(t → cg) with the branching
ratios found in Ref. [25] for various values of the scaling param-
eter d. One could understand this behavior with the observationthat the t → cγ or t → cg decays are proportional with αem or αs
but the t → cγ γ or t → cgg decays depend on the unparticle cou-
pling λ which we take 10−2, is smaller than αs but bigger than
αem . Therefore, the behaviors of the branching ratios of t → cγ (g),
and t → cγ γ (gg) in the SM, and the unparticle physics are differ-
ent.
Acknowledgements
O.C. acknowledges the support from CERN PH Department. The
work of O.C. was supported in part by the State Planning Organi-
zation (DPT) under grant no DPT-2006K-120470.
References
[1] M. Beneke, et al., hep-ph/0003033.
[2] T. Han, arXiv: 0804.3178 [hep-ph].
[3] W. Bernreuther, J. Phys. G 35 (2008) 083001, arXiv: 0805.1333 [hep-ph].
[4] W.M. Yao, et al., Particle Data Group, J. Phys. G 33 (2006) 1.
[5] D. Chakraborty, J. Konigsberg, D.L. Rainwater, Annu. Rev. Nucl. Part. Sci. 53
(2003) 301, hep-ph/0303092.
[6] G. Eilam, J.L. Hewett, A. Soni, Phys. Rev. D 44 (1991) 1473;
G. Eilam, J.L. Hewett, A. Soni, Phys. Rev. D 59 (1999) 039901, Erratum.
[7] J.A. Aguilar-Saavedra, Acta Phys. Pol. B 35 (2004) 2695, hep-ph/0409342.
[8] M. Frank, I. Turan, Phys. Rev. D 72 (2005) 035008, hep-ph/0506197.
[9] B. Mele, S. Petrarca, A. Soddu, Phys. Lett. B 435 (1998) 401, hep-ph/9805498.
[10] J. Carvalho, et al., ATLAS Collaboration, Eur. Phys. J. C 52 (2007) 999, arXiv:
0712.1127 [hep-ex];
ATLAS Collaboration, Expected Performance of the ATLAS Experiment, Detector,
Trigger and Physics, CERN-OPEN-2008-020, Geneva, 2008;
ATLAS Collaboration, J. Instrum. 3 (2008) S08003.
[11] T. Han, R.D. Peccei, X. Zhang, Nucl. Phys. B 454 (1995) 527, hep-ph/9506461.
[12] C.S. Li, R.J. Oakes, J.M. Yang, Phys. Rev. D 49 (1994) 293;
C.S. Li, R.J. Oakes, J.M. Yang, Phys. Rev. D 56 (1997) 3156, Erratum.
[13] G.M. de Divitiis, R. Petronzio, L. Silvestrini, Nucl. Phys. B 504 (1997) 45, hep-ph/
9704244.
[14] J.L. Lopez, D.V. Nanopoulos, R. Rangarajan, Phys. Rev. D 56 (1997) 3100, hep-ph/
9702350.
[15] H. Hong-Sheng, Phys. Rev. D 75 (2007) 094010, hep-ph/0703067.
[16] H. Georgi, Phys. Rev. Lett. 98 (2007) 221601, hep-ph/0703260.
[17] H. Georgi, Phys. Lett. B 650 (2007) 275, arXiv: 0704.2457 [hep-ph].
[18] T. Banks, A. Zaks, Nucl. Phys. B 196 (1982) 189.
[19] K. Cheung, W.Y. Keung, T.C. Yuan, Phys. Rev. Lett. 99 (2007) 051803, arXiv:
0704.2588 [hep-ph];
K. Cheung, W.Y. Keung, T.C. Yuan, Phys. Rev. D 76 (2007) 055003, arXiv:
0706.3155 [hep-ph];
S.L. Chen, X.G. He, H.C. Tsai, arXiv: 0707.0187 [hep-ph].
[20] T.M. Aliev, A.S. Cornell, N. Gaur, Phys. Lett. B 657 (2007) 77, arXiv: 0705.1326
[hep-ph];
M. Bander, J.L. Feng, A. Rajaraman, Y. Shirman, Phys. Rev. D 76 (2007) 115002,
arXiv: 0706.2677 [hep-ph];
H. Davoudiasl, Phys. Rev. Lett. 99 (2007) 141301, arXiv: 0705.3636 [hep-ph];
G.J. Ding, M.L. Yan, Phys. Rev. D 76 (2007) 075005, arXiv: 0705.0794 [hep-ph];
T.M. Aliev, A.S. Cornell, N. Gaur, JHEP 0707 (2007) 072, arXiv: 0705.4542 [hep-
ph];
A.B. Balantekin, K.O. Ozansoy, arXiv: 0710.0028 [hep-ph];
T.M. Aliev, M. Savci, Phys. Lett. B 662 (2008) 165, arXiv: 0710.1505 [hep-ph];
T.G. Rizzo, JHEP 0710 (2007) 044, arXiv: 0706.3025 [hep-ph];
O. Cakir, K.O. Ozansoy, Eur. Phys. J. C 56 (2008) 279, arXiv: 0712.3814 [hep-ph];
O. Cakir, K.O. Ozansoy, Eur. Phys. Lett. 83 (2008) 51001, arXiv: 0710.5773 [hep-
ph];
P.J. Fox, A. Rajaraman, Y. Shirman, Phys. Rev. D 76 (2007) 075004, arXiv:
0705.3092 [hep-ph];
Y. Liao, Phys. Rev. D 76 (2007) 056006, arXiv: 0705.0837 [hep-ph];
Y. Liao, J.Y. Liu, Phys. Rev. Lett. 99 (2007) 191804, arXiv: 0706.1284 [hep-ph];
E.O. Iltan, arXiv: 0710.2677 [hep-ph];
A. Lenz, Phys. Rev. D 76 (2007) 065006, arXiv: 0707.1535 [hep-ph];
A.T. Alan, N.K. Pak, arXiv: 0708.3802 [hep-ph].
[21] G. Mack, Commun. Math. Phys. 55 (1977) 1.
[22] B. Grinstein, K. Intriligator, I.Z. Rothstein, arXiv: 0801.1140 [hep-ph].
[23] X.G. He, L. Tsai, JHEP 0806 (2008) 074, arXiv: 0805.3020 [hep-ph].
[24] G.J. Ding, M.L. Yan, Phys. Rev. D 77 (2008) 014005.
[25] T.M. Aliev, A. Bekmezci, M. Savci, Phys. Rev. D 78 (2008) 057701, arXiv:
0805.1150 [hep-ph].
